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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-22 are pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming 
the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

a. The following terms lacks antecedent basis: 

i. The connector- claims 3-5. 

ii. The thread requirements- claim 4, line 3. 

iii. The thread-dependent connector- claim 7, line 1. 

iv. The connector application program interface- claim 19, lines 2-3. 

b. The following claim language is indefinite: 

i. As per claim 1, lines 15-17, it is uncertain whether "a thread-dependent 
connection" refers to "a thread-dependent connection" in lines 2-3, and whether 
"the application" in line 7 refers to "a multi-threaded application" in line 1 (i.e. if 
they are the same then "said" or "the" should be used and "said thread-dependent 
connection 11 must be used throughout all the claims, in addition applicant needs to 
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use consistent language to properly refer to the antecedent). 

ii. As per claim 11, line 8, it is uncertain whether "the connector" refers to "a 
thread-dependent connector" (i.e. if they are the same applicant needs to use 
consistent language to properly refer to the antecedent). 

iii. As per claims 14-. 16, it is uncertain whether "a single internal thread" 
refers to "a single internal thread" in claim 11, line 8 (i.e. if they are the same then 
"said" or "the" should be used and "said single internal thread " must be used 
throughout all the claims). 

iv. As per claim 19, lines 4-5, it is uncertain whether "the internal thread" 
refers to "a single internal thread" in claim 11, line 8 (i.e. if they are the same 
applicant needs to use consistent language to properly refer to the antecedent). 

v. As per claim 20, it is uncertain whether "a multi-threaded application" 
refers to "a multi-threaded application" in claim 1 1, line 2 (i.e. if they are the 
same then "said" or "the" should be used and "said multi-threaded application " 
must be used throughout all the claims). 

4. The rejections above are examples of numerous errors that recurred throughout various 
claims. There are too many errors to list independently. Applicant should consider fixing all 
these errors in the amendment. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hunt et al 
(hereafter Hunt) (U.S. Patent 6,801,919). 

7. As to claim 1, Hunt teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a method for 
interfacing between a multi-threaded application and a restrictive back-end processing system, 
wherein the back-end processing system requires a thread-dependent connection where a 
relationship between a connection and an application thread is maintained [col. 1, lines 35-39; 
col. 3, lines 29-48; Fig. 3], the method comprising: 

maintaining a single thread to link to the detected thread-dependent connection [col. 1, 
lines 59-63; col. 2, line 8; col. 6, lines 39-43; col. 7, lines 31-35]; 

correlating multiple threads from the application with the maintained single thread, 
thereby allowing operations requested by the application over the multiple threads to be 
performed on the back-end processing system through the thread-dependent connection [col. 1, 
line 67 to col. 2, line 8; col. 2, lines 5-8, lines 29-33; col. 8, lines 17-27; 925-990, Fig. 9]. 

Hunt does not specifically teach detecting a thread-dependent connection in the back-end 
processing system. However, Hunt disclosed an application requesting connection, establishing 
connection, accessing, and communication with a database [450, Fig. 4; 1040, 1050, Fig. 10; col. 
5, line 60 to col. 6, line 1]. 
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8. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to have recognized that detection have to occur at the database when a connection is 
requested from an application and an acknowledgement is made to establish the connection. 

9. As to claim 2, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 above. 

10. As to claim 3, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 above. In addition, 
Hunt does not specifically teach allocating memory for connection instances. However, Hunt 
disclosed the database interface entities as an aggregate resource and the entities are use to 
satisfy a database interaction [col. 4, lines 12-15] and releasing of resource when interaction are 
completed [col. 6, lines 29-30; col. 7, lines 14-15; col. 8, lines 12-14]. It would have been 
obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made, to have 
recognized that the resource are allocated for connection instances when interaction was 
initialized in order for it to be release when interaction are completed. 

11. As to claims 4-5, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 above. In addition, 
Hunt does not specifically teach reading a header data structure. However, Hunt disclosed a 
connection management layer that can be used in a single or multi-threaded environment [col. 3, 
lines 63-64]. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to have recognized the different abilities of different connectors in various 
back-end systems and include various types of interaction between the application and the 
database as detection for a thread-dependent connection. 
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12. As to claim 6, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 above. 

13. As to claim 7, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 above. In addition, 
Hunt teaches generating a plurality of simultaneous connections comprising a second thread- 
dependent connection, a second single thread [col. 4, lines 18-32]. 

14. As to claim 8, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 above. 

15. As to claim 9, Hunt teaches the invention substantially as claimed including wherein 
correlating multiple threads from the application comprises generating a thread support object to 
support the relationships between the multiple threads and the maintained single thread [col.l, 
lines 63-66; col 2, lines 5-8, line 21; col. 4, lines 2-6; 510, Figs. 7-9]. Hunt does not specifically 
teach using the thread support object to toggle execution of an operation between one of the 
multiple threads and the maintained single thread. However, Hunt disclosed that the creation of 
the database query statement through the release statement from the database query object to the 
database connection object may occur multiple times and the begin transaction message to the 
end transaction message can be repeated multiple times per each of a plethora of tasks [col. 8, 
lines 17-27]. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to have recognized that each occurrence (i.e. single access to the 
connection) represents an execution of only one of the plurality of threads using the initial 
connection created by the first thread. 
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16. As to claim 10, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 9 above. In addition, 
Hunt does not specifically teach semaphores. However, it is well known in the art to use 
semaphores to restrict access to a share resource in a in a multiprocessing environment. 

17. As to claim 11, Hunt teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a thread 
consistency support system for providing thread consistency between a multi-threaded 
application and a thread-dependent connector allocated in a restrictive back-end system, wherein 
the thread-dependent connector only supports a single thread to link to that connector for 
operations on that connector and wherein the multi-threaded application creates multiple threads 
that attempt to access the connector [Fig. 2; col. 1, lines 32-39], the system comprising: 

an arbiter layer positioned between the application and the thread-dependent connector 
[col. 3, 32-34], the arbiter layer being configured to receive multiple threads from the application 
and to produce a single internal thread from the arbiter layer to the connector upon which 
operations of the multiple threads are performed [307, Fig. 7; col 2, lines 5-8]. 

1 8. As to claims 12-20, these are system claims for performing method claims 1-10; therefore 
they are rejected for the same reason as claims 1-10 above. 

19. As to claim 22, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claims 1-2 above. In 
addition, receiving multiple application threads from the connector application program 
Interface [307, 650, Fig. 6; col. 4, lines 37-43]. 
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20. As to claim 21, this is a thread consistency support system claim that correspond to 
method claim 22, therefore it is rejected for the same reason as claim 22 above 

21 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Qing-Yuan Wu whose telephone number is (571) 272-3776. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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